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legislation, because the goal of this 
legislation is to make all businesses 
comply with the ADA, Mr. Speaker, 
not to be a cash cow for litigants that 
have never set foot in a Doughnuts to 
Go. 

And that is just the way it is. 
f 

TRANSPORTATION BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
started last week in Dallas, Texas, 
working with people across the coun-
try, but especially from Texas, dealing 
with transportation needs and their re-
quirements for balanced transportation 
by pedestrians, streetcar, and espe-
cially light rail. Dallas has the most 
extensive light-rail system in the coun-
try. I ended my week in New York 
City, in Brooklyn, where this vast 
sprawling economic engine, home to 20 
million people in the metropolitan 
area, was dealing with their transpor-
tation needs. 

Virtually all of these people, whether 
from Brooklyn, Texas, or around the 
country, are in agreement with what 
they need going forward, an important 
part of which is a renewal and 
strengthening of the Federal transpor-
tation partnership. 

I was pleased to see that we are mov-
ing ahead with discussion of the basic 
framework produced by our friends on 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. I commend Mr. SHUSTER 
and Mr. DEFAZIO for producing a bill 
that is quite strong under these dif-
ficult circumstances. It does preserve 
the basic framework and continue to 
make improvements not just around 
the edges. There are potential break-
through provisions in technology in 
transportation that could truly be 
transformational. 

It is disappointing, however, that the 
bill flatlines important bike and pedes-
trian funding, something that is vitally 
needed in Houston, Indianapolis, Se-
attle, here in our Nation’s Capital, in 
suburban Maryland, and communities 
all across the country. 

The lack of balance in this transpor-
tation funding is unfortunate. But I am 
hoping, through the amendment proc-
ess and the work between the two 
Chambers, if it proceeds, that we will 
be able to correct it. 

The basic problem is, of course, we 
continue to tiptoe around the obvious 
solution to our transportation funding 
crisis. Our transportation partnership 
is compromised with our State, local, 
and private sector partners because we 
pretend that we can meet 2015 trans-
portation needs with 1993 dollars, the 
last time we raised the gas tax. The re-
fusal to do what Ronald Reagan did in 
1982 and the refusal to do what six red 
Republican States have already done 
this year—Idaho, Utah, Nebraska, 
Iowa, South Dakota, Georgia—raising 
the gas tax, creates unnecessary dif-
ficulties. 

The majority of States have raised 
their revenues over the last 4 years for 
transportation, and a review of the 
politicians involved with making these 
decisions found that those who voted 
for the revenue increases were actually 
reelected at a higher percentage than 
those who voted ‘‘no.’’ 

This bill is a well-intended statement 
with good structure and innovation; 
but until we have meaningful, long- 
term, predictable funding, it is only a 
well-intended statement. We continue 
the uncertainty that bedevils people at 
the State and local levels; and the big 
projects—multistate, multimodal, 
multiyear projects—need certainty. 

The minor cost increase of a few 
cents per day for families would be off-
set by the dramatic plunge in gasoline 
prices and offset even more through 
the cost to families for damage to their 
vehicles of over $500 a year now be-
cause of poor road conditions and al-
most $1,000 a year lost due to conges-
tion. These are real costs that we are 
inflicting on American families every 
day unnecessarily. 

Raising the gas tax and providing 
stable, meaningful funding for trans-
portation will create millions of fam-
ily-wage jobs all across the country 
while we get America unstuck and 
strengthen communities large and 
small. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the positive ele-
ments in this bill that we are dis-
cussing is Vision Zero, which asks us 
to plan for a world where there are no 
traffic fatalities, a goal that is so im-
portant to strive for as we continue to 
kill 32,000 people a year on our high-
ways and countless more who are in-
jured. 

Setting our goal high with Vision 
Zero is the sort of bold step we need, 
but we should not have a Vision Zero 
for new revenue. That is not bold. That 
is not courageous. That doesn’t get the 
job done. 

I look forward to this debate over the 
next couple of days. I look forward to 
having Members of Congress consider 
their alternatives. What are they going 
to do to make sure we can rebuild and 
renew this great country? 

This used to be an area of tremen-
dous bipartisan cooperation, leader-
ship, and accomplishment for Congress. 
I hope it can be so again as we turn to 
transportation this week. The Amer-
ican public would welcome such a de-
velopment, and certainly they deserve 
it. 

f 

WASTE OF TAXPAYER MONEY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to be amazed and disappointed that the 
Republican Party wants to keep put-
ting money in a black hole. The black 
hole is known as Afghanistan. 

The story broke yesterday that the 
Pentagon spent $43 million on a single 

natural gas station in Afghanistan 
when it should have cost no more than 
$300,000. The Pentagon spent over $30 
million in overhead costs to build this 
one gas station, and the gas station 
was set up to service a kind of car that 
a huge majority of Afghans cannot af-
ford. The Pentagon also will not an-
swer any questions about this ridicu-
lous waste of money. 

The $43 million gas station is one of 
the hundreds of examples of the waste 
of the taxpayers’ money in Afghani-
stan. John Sopko has repeatedly writ-
ten about the waste in Afghanistan. I 
don’t know why Congress has contin-
ued to fund the waste and fraud in Af-
ghanistan. 

Instead, last week, Congress passed a 
budget deal that increased defense 
spending over the next 2 years by over 
$80 billion a year. I did not vote for this 
bill. We already have a national debt of 
over $18 trillion, and I cannot, in good 
conscience, vote to add $1.5 trillion to 
the debt. 

The budget deal also puts $59 million 
into the Overseas Contingency Oper-
ation fund, which is a slush fund for 
spending money in unauthorized wars 
in the Middle East. I am for rebuilding 
our military, but I am not in favor of 
the waste in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough. 
President Obama signed us up for 9 
more years in Afghanistan when he 
signed the bilateral security agreement 
last year. On Friday, he announced 
that he is putting American troops on 
the ground in Syria in an open-ended 
mission. This is a waste of money and 
a waste of lives. It needs to stop, and 
Congress has the power to stop it; but 
we will not use our constitutional au-
thority to even debate what he is doing 
in the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring with me posters 
from time to time. I look at the deaths 
of so many men and women in Iraq and 
Afghanistan who serve our Nation, and 
it breaks my heart. 

So to make my point before I close, 
Mr. Speaker, we still have Americans 
dying in Afghanistan, but it doesn’t 
make the papers anymore. We had a 
soldier from Fort Bragg—which is not 
in my district, but it is in North Caro-
lina—who was killed in Iraq last week. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring this poster 
today because it tells the story much 
better than my words could ever tell 
the story about war. It is a lady hold-
ing her little girl’s hand. The little girl 
has her finger in her mouth, and she is 
wondering why her daddy is in a flag- 
draped coffin. I don’t know what to tell 
that little girl. All I can tell that little 
girl is that Congress is indifferent to 
sending our young men and women to 
die in the Middle East. 

It is time for Congress to meet its 
constitutional responsibility and have 
a debate and a vote on the floor of the 
House. 
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HONDURAS MUST END 
CORRUPTION AND IMPUNITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, in 
September I visited Honduras as part 
of a delegation organized by the Wash-
ington Office on Latin America. Last 
month I spoke about the violence and 
extreme poverty that force families 
and young people to flee the country. 
Today I want to focus on another ur-
gent issue, namely, how to confront 
the pervasive corruption in Honduras. 

We heard about the problem of cor-
ruption everywhere, from the U.N., the 
President of Honduras, and the U.S. 
Ambassador, to community leaders and 
NGOs with expertise in justice and 
human rights. Everyone wanted to talk 
about the seemingly intractable prob-
lem of endemic corruption in Hon-
duras. 

The roots of corruption in Honduras 
are deep and longstanding. They en-
compass state actors, criminal net-
works, and powerful political and eco-
nomic interests. But after a scandal re-
vealed that government officials had 
stolen more than $350 million from the 
country’s Social Security fund, which 
provides public health services as well 
as old age pensions, and that some of 
the money had gone to the electoral 
campaign of the President’s political 
party, there has been a huge public 
outcry, demanding action to end wide-
spread corruption. 

Tens of thousands of Hondurans have 
marched in the streets over the past 
months, calling for an international 
independent commission to investigate 
corruption and impunity, based on the 
model of the CICIG in Guatemala, but 
tailored to Honduran reality. This un-
precedented movement is led by young 
people, organized on social media, and 
called the Indignados. 

Our delegation met with some of 
these young leaders. They are thought-
ful, politically diverse, and united in 
their desire to see their country rid of 
corruption. They now face threats for 
what they are doing, and I hope that 
the Honduran Government is doing all 
it can to ensure their safety and their 
freedom of association and not turning 
a blind eye to the threats targeting 
them and their families. 

When we met with President Her-
nandez, he argued that he had taken 
significant steps to go after corruption. 
I take the President seriously, and I 
look forward to seeing concrete results 
from the actions he has already an-
nounced. I also met with NGOs, includ-
ing the Association of Judges for De-
mocracy, that work on judicial, legal, 
and transparency issues, who unani-
mously felt much more must be done. 

At the height of the protest move-
ment, President Hernandez called for a 
national dialogue on how to address 
the problem of corruption, asking the 

United Nations and the Organization of 
American States to help facilitate the 
process and develop a consensus of 
what needed to be done. 

So I was disappointed to learn that 
the dialogue process was not as inclu-
sive as it could have been. The U.N. 
was sidelined, while the OAS carried 
out a quick series of discussions before 
developing a proposal for the Presi-
dent. Many were concerned not only 
that the OAS hadn’t consulted widely 
enough, but that its actions fell short 
of the thoughtful and impartial medi-
ation needed to generate confidence in 
any forthcoming proposal. 

On September 28, the OAS presented 
its proposal to President Hernandez. 
After studying this proposal, I have 
concluded that it is woefully inad-
equate to addressing corruption and 
impunity, and reforming the weak judi-
cial institutions of Honduras. This is 
not just my opinion. 

Last week, on October 28, a broad co-
alition of Honduran civil society, the 
Coalition Against Impunity, issued a 
statement declaring that the mission 
proposed by the OAS and the govern-
ment is, itself, an obstacle to creating 
a genuine independent commission 
that can truly tackle the rampant cor-
ruption and impunity in Honduras. 

Earlier, on October 4, the Indignados 
issued a similar critique, pointing out 
the weaknesses of the OAS proposal to 
independently investigate crimes of 
corruption and ensure their prosecu-
tion. 

It is clear from my discussions in 
Honduras and recent statements by 
Honduran civil society that any such 
commission must be wholly inde-
pendent from the government politi-
cally and financially, that it must have 
the mandate and staffing to carry out 
investigations of crimes of corruption 
and impunity and the freedom to pur-
sue those investigations wherever the 
evidence warrants. It must also have 
the mandate and ability to work inde-
pendently with state prosecutors and 
investigators to bring such crimes to 
justice. 

Honduras does not need one more 
round of judicial studies and technical 
assistance or a board of international 
mentors, as proposed by the OAS. Such 
a limited proposal not only lacks the 
broad support and confidence of Hon-
duran civil society, but it also falls far 
short of what is required to break the 
culture of impunity in Honduras. 

I hope the OAS proposal can be modi-
fied and strengthened and its mandate 
expanded to establish an effective and 
truly independent mechanism that can 
fully investigate corruption and have a 
role in prosecutions or an alternative 
advanced that can meet these require-
ments. I hope that a new proposal in-
cludes close cooperation with the U.N. 

I further believe that U.S. and inter-
national aid needs to be carefully cali-
brated to link assistance to progress on 
human rights and ending corruption, 
including a truly independent commis-
sion with the full power of investiga-

tion into corruption and impunity and 
the ability to be part of the prosecu-
tion of those charged with such crimes. 

f 

RELIGIOUS LIBERTIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOONEY) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to share a grow-
ing concern in our country, which is 
that one of our founding principles, our 
freedom of religion, is being taken 
away. 

I have here a beautiful picture of the 
Constitutional Convention, the signing 
of the Constitution at Independence 
Hall in Philadelphia on September 17, 
1787. The very First Amendment to 
that Constitution, the very first one, 
our Founding Fathers solidified our 
citizens’ right to freedom of religion. 

The amendment says: ‘‘Congress 
shall make no law respecting an estab-
lishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or 
the right of the people peaceably to as-
semble, and to petition the government 
for a redress of grievances.’’ 

Despite this freedom being explicitly 
laid out in our Constitution, we have 
seen Federal, State, and local govern-
ments continue to violate our founding 
principles. 

One of the most notorious violations 
of religious liberty was recently re-
highlighted by His Eminence Pope 
Francis. The Little Sisters of the Poor 
have been fighting an ongoing battle 
against ObamaCare’s contraception 
mandate. These Catholic nuns are 
forced under ObamaCare to provide 
contraception to their employees, even 
though their faith tells them that this 
is morally wrong. 

It is outrageous and offensive to 
force these nuns to violate their reli-
gious liberties to comply with the will 
of the President and his allies. These 
are Catholic nuns trying to take care 
of poor people, and the government is 
getting in their way and imposing on 
their religious values. 

Another example is Kelvin Cochran, 
a resident of the city of Atlanta. Chief 
Cochran was appointed by President 
Obama in 2009 as the U.S. Fire Admin-
istrator for the United States Fire Ad-
ministration before returning to be-
come the fire chief of Atlanta. He came 
under attack for his Christian beliefs. 

Chief Cochran is also a deacon at 
Elizabeth Baptist Church, where he 
leads a men’s Bible study. His faith in-
spired him to write the book called 
‘‘Who Told You That You Were 
Naked?’’, a book that explains and ex-
amines the state of man since the fall 
of Adam. 

In his book, Chief Cochran briefly 
discusses the clear biblical teaching 
that sex is reserved for marriage be-
tween a man and a woman. Kelvin had 
30 years of distinguished service, in-
cluding under the Obama administra-
tion, when he was fired for sharing his 
faith. 
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